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Property Zoning Dispute 
 

Summary 
 
The Grand Jury investigated a complaint submitted by a landowner who purchased an 
undeveloped piece of land zoned for residential development with the intent to develop and 
market it for, hopefully, a profit on his investment.  Over a period of nearly 40 years since 
purchasing the property, the owner has submitted several formal and informal requests to 
the County for various rezoning actions; some of which were approved and others denied.  
The landowner now insists that the County's actions have deprived him of the ability to 
develop his property in the manner in which he wants to and has charged the County with 
fraud.  After a thorough investigation of all available documents and by conducting 
interviews with parties having direct knowledge of the facts surrounding this issue, the 
Grand Jury is unable to substantiate wrongdoing by any participant in this dispute.  
 
 
Background 
 
A Placer County citizen purchased a 30-acre parcel of land that was zoned Residential 
Agricultural (RA) in North Auburn in 1974 with the intent of creating a residential and 
commercial development.  In 1988, he and a co-owner (silent partner) submitted a request 
to the County to develop a portion of his purchase to create a 10-lot subdivision with a 
warehouse and office buildings.  The request was approved but no action was ever taken 
by the owners to develop the property and the authority expired in 1992.   Also in 1992, the 
owners submitted a letter to the County asking 20 acres to be zoned for commercial use in 
exchange for donating ten acres to create a public park.  
 
On June 10, 1993, the County responded to a letter, allegedly written by the landowner 
dated June 7, 1993, asking for the status of his proposal to donate land for a park in 
exchange for rezoning.  He was informed that the Planning Commission supported his 
request but the Board of Supervisors would be the approval authority.  The landowner 
stated that he did not write the referenced letter and never received a response from the 
County concerning it (Appendix A).  
 
During the time when these actions were occurring, the County's Planning Department was 
preparing an update to the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan which was subsequently 
approved by the Board of Supervisors.  As a result of this approval, the landowner's parcel 
was rezoned as follows: 1.7 acres Residential Agricultural (RA), 7.8 acres Open Space 
(OS), and 21 acres Industrial (I).  During the interview with the landowner, he was unaware 
of the 1.7 acre parcel being zoned RA.  Although the County re-zoned a portion of the 
property from RA to OS, the landowner stated he never requested this OS designation, 
which he believes significantly devalued his property.  The Grand Jury interviewed Placer 
County Assessors that stated property in this area zoned RA would be valued at least ten 
times greater than property zoned OS. 
 

City of Roseville Call Center 
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In 2002 and again in 2006, County documentation indicated the landowner contacted 
County officials to discuss options for vehicular access to his property, which was 
designated as right-turn only.   A letter, dated March 31, 2007 from the Planning 
Department, explained in detail what options the landowner might explore.  At the time this 
report was written, no formal request to exercise any option had been received by the 
County.   
 
The landowner has become upset with the actions the County has taken regarding the 
zoning of the remaining parcels of his land.  He has made allegations of wrongdoing by the 
County.  He is particularly upset that a portion of his land was rezoned from RA to OS when 
he specifically offered to donate it to the County.  Numerous meetings have been held with 
the landowner and various County officials to determine an acceptable solution.  An 
agreement has yet to be reached and the landowner has filed a complaint with the Grand 
Jury. 
 
 
Investigation Methods 
 
The Grand Jury conducted Interviews with a representative of the Placer County 
Community Development Resource Agency (CDRA) who had a great depth of knowledge 
of the history of this issue as well as with the affected landowner. Transcripts of public 
hearings were studied. Available maps, documents, and correspondence regarding these 
issues were examined and discussed with the participants during interviews.   
 
 
Facts 
 

• In 1988, the landowner was granted authority to develop a 10-lot subdivision with a 
warehouse and office buildings.  The landowner was granted two extensions of time 
to submit the necessary documents to develop his property but no action was ever 
taken by the landowner and the authority expired four years later.  

 
• The County responded (Attachment A) to a letter, allegedly written by the landowner, 

in June 1993 requesting the status of his offer to donate ten acres for a park in 
exchange for rezoning his remaining 20 acres to Commercial.   
 

• The County rezoned a portion of the landowner’s property from RA to OS 
(Attachment A). 
 

• In 2001, the landowner sold and gifted nearly one-half of his original purchase but 
failed to retain easement rights to his now land-locked 16 acres.  
 

• In 2002 and again in 2006, the landowner contacted the County requesting options 
to create access to his property.  
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• In a letter dated March 31, 2007 the County presented various options regarding the 

development potential to the landowner.  
 

• The landowner stated he submitted a letter (undated) to the County referencing a 
May, 2003 meeting in which he reiterated his offer to donate a portion of his land 
free and clear to the “Placer Legacy” in lieu of it being zoned OS (Appendix B).  In 
addition, he wished to rezone the western portion of his property to a classification 
other than Industrial where it would be more attractive to a potential buyer. 
 

• The landowner stated he is upset with the County for the rezoning actions it has 
taken that resulted in his inability to develop his property. 

 
 
Findings 

 
F1. On Thursday, June 10, 1993 the County responded (Appendix A) to an alleged letter 

which was never located, dated Monday, June 7, 1993 from the landowner, requesting 
the status of his offer to donate 10 acres of his land to be used for a park in exchange 
for rezoning the remainder of his land to Industrial.  The County is unable to produce a 
copy of the alleged letter. The landowner states that he did not write the cited letter 
nor did he receive the County’s response.  The Grand Jury could not locate this 
alleged letter in the myriad of documents provided by the County and the landowner.   

 
F2. The County rezoned a portion of the landowner’s property from Residential 

Agricultural to Open Space, which effectively devalued his property.  The Grand Jury 
interviewed Placer County Assessors that stated property in this area zoned 
Residential Agricultural would be valued at least ten times greater than property zoned 
Open Space. 

 
F3. After a thorough investigation of all available documents and by conducting interviews 

with parties having direct knowledge of the facts surrounding this issue, the Grand 
Jury is unable to substantiate any fraud by the County or any participant in this 
dispute. 
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Conclusion 
 
The Grand Jury has found no intentional wrongdoing by any of the parties during its 
investigation of this issue.  The history of this undeveloped land covers a period of nearly 
40 years.  The landowner states that the County has taken actions that have impeded his 
ability to develop this property in a way that would allow him to profit from his investment.  
The County has offered several solutions to the landowner and he has not followed through 
on any of these offerings. 
 
If the landowner would follow up on any of his offers with a formal submission of 
appropriate documents to the County and the County gives them due consideration in light 
of current law and policies, this issue would be resolved.  
 
 
Recommendation 
 
None. 
 
 
Request For Response  
 
Michael Johnson, Director       Due by May 17, 2011 
Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Ste. 280 
Auburn, CA 95603 
 
 
Copies Sent To 
 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 
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Appendix A: County Letter to the Landowner 
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Appendix B: Landowner Letter to the County  
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Appendix B: (continued)  
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Appendix B: (continued) 

 
 


